2 its own right. 2 The Kaisertum Österreich emerged as an administrative structure for their territories after the Holy Roman Empire had become defunct as a consequence of the Napoleonic Wars. In 1806 the last Roman Emperor Franz II dissolved the Old
Reich, but continued to rule as head of his new Empire, using the name Franz I. Over the following decades the Empire's constitutional development had to take account of the rights and privileges of its different territories, as well as of its peoples' more recent sense of national belonging, including the particular challenges arising from the Habsburgs' association with the lands of the Hungarian and Bohemian crowns. At no point the Empire's internal borders overlapped with those of its nationalities' areas of settlement; and most nationalities did not live in compact units, but were spread across the monarchy's different parts. For over a hundred years the Habsburg monarchy held this complex system in balance. Too often its history has been written as one of 'decline and fall ' , where what we know about the Empire's demise in the wake of World War One has determined the historiographical agenda. In this teleological perspective the Habsburg monarchy's national diversity has usually been seen as its principal weakness. As a 'prison of nationalities' the monarchy was doomed to fall, or similar the cliché goes.
While it would be difficult to talk away the Empire's challenge of nationalism, or the growing tension between its peoples, much of this argument is still based on the assumption that modern societies have to be organised on the basis of ethnic belonging, and that nation states represent an almost inevitable step of historical development. Consequently, the Habsburg Empire was demoted to a relic of the past (despite the fact that it was actually a modern invention), an obstacle to the timely organisation of Central Europe in form of independent nation states. The revival of studies on modern nationalism since the 1980s, invigorated by contemporary political change, is partly responsible for reducing much of nineteenth-century history to an age of emerging nation states. While a rich historiography contributed enormously to our understanding of modern nationalism, it encouraged historians to ignore the alternatives to national states that were also discussed in nineteenth-century political thought. Studies of national conflict were privileged over more peaceful exchanges between national groups. Much of the historiography read almost any aspect of nineteenth-century political, cultural or economic life as the articulation of a national sense of belonging.
Contemporary awareness of problems resulting from nationalism, as well as studied particular regions or nationality groups within the Empire. 5 Pioneering were the works by Pieter Judson, one of the authors discussed in what follows. 6 All published within just over a decade, these studies have shown that a dominating sense of national belonging was not a given among the Empire's populations, and that adherence to one nation often involved difficult choices, in particular in ethnically mixed areas. Many recent works underline the hybridity of national identity, as well as constant exchanges between nationality groups, which were not always conflictual. 7 In the wake of these new studies also the myths concerning the Empire's successor states have been partly dismantled. 8 The many specialised studies on individual regions, on particular social or national groups, require a fresh synthesis of Habsburg history, which Pieter Judson has produced with great skill: a narrative that reflects decades of research on Central Europe. 9 Meanwhile, the new historiography on the Empire's nationalities also challenges established views of its main protagonists. In the case of Metternich, one of the principal architects of the Empire and its relationship to Europe, the assessment by historians of nationalism has usually been outright negative, without that their judgement has engaged in any meaningful way with the political thought that informed his decisions as a diplomat and statesman. 10 Although their book relates only indirectly to the nationality issues recent histories of the monarchy have revised, their study makes a welcome contribution to the current interest in the cultural representation and the social function of monarchy. 13 In the following this article will discuss all three works in roughly chronological order, keeping the focus on the relationship between the Empire's nationalities, while also referencing other recent titles on the Empire.
Siemann's Metternich is a monument to scholarship, a JahrhundertBiographie, not only because it convincingly challenges our view of the statesman, and therefore of nineteenth-century Europe as a whole, but also because it represents the model of a scholarly biography against which future works will be measured. 14 Metternich seems to be written to prove Srbik wrong, and it does so successfully.
Siemann combines a chronological journey of almost 1000 pages through 
